Response to Comments

Comment Letter 021

Hingtgen, Robert J

From: Richard James <rickjames@e-coustic.com>

Sent: Monday, March 03, 2014 3:12 PM

To: Hingtgen, Robert J

Cc: '‘Donna Tisdale'; 'svolker'

Subject: Comments on Soitec Solar Development Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(DPEIR)

Attachments: 14-03-03 Comments on Soitec Solar Development.pdf

Mr. Hingtgen,

Please accept my comments on the PDEIS for the Soitec Project. They are submitted on behalf of Backcountry
Against Dumps, The Protect Our Communities Foundation, and Donna Tisdale. They are a supplement to the
comments submitted by Mr. Steve Volker for the same groups.
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Response to Comment Letter O21

E-Coustic Solutions on behalf of
Backcountry Against Dumps/The Protect Our
Communities Foundation/Donna Tisdale
Richard James
March 3, 2014

This comment is introductory in nature and does not
raise an environmental issue for which a response
is required.
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Response to Comments

E-Coustic Solutions

Noise CONTROL ® SOUND MEASUREMENT ® CONSULTATION RicHARD R. JAMES
COMMUNITY ® INDUSTRIAL ® RESIDENTIAL ® OFFiCE ® CLassRooM @ HIPPA ORAL PRIVACY PRINCIPAL

P.0 Box 1129, Okemos, M, 48805 TeL: 517-507-5067
RICKIAMES @E-COUSTIC.COM FAX: (866) 461-4103

Via Electronic Mail

March 3, 2014 E@EHVE
email: Robert.Hingtgen@sdcounty.ca.gov R MAR 03 2014 @

Robert J. Hingtgen

San Diego County Planning &
Development Services Department
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, California 92123-1666

Planning and
Development Services

Re:  Comments on Soitec Solar Development Draft Program Environmental impact Report
(DPEIR) : 3800 12-010; Tierra Del Sol, 3300 12-010 (MUP), 3600 12-005 (REZ), 3921 77-046-
01 (AP); Rugged Solar, 3300 12-007 (MUP); Environmental LOG NO.: 3910 120005(ER)

Dear Mr. Hingtgen:

Please accept the following comments and opinions regarding the Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report (“DPEIR”) issued by the County of San Diego (the “County”) for the
Soitec Solar Development Project at the Rugged, Tierra del Sol, LanEast, and LanWest locations1
(the “Project”). They are submitted pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”),
Public Resources Code (“PRC”) section 21000 et seq., on behalf of the Protect Our Communities
Foundation, Backcountry Against Dumps and Donna Tisdale (collectively “Conservation Groups”).
These comments and opinions should be considered in conjunction with those submitted by Mr.
Steven C. Volker on March 1, 2014 also on behalf of the Protect Our Communities Foundation,
Backcountry Against Dumps and Donna Tisdale. They include support for Mr. Volker's concerns
and also identify issues not addressed in Mr. Volker's submittal.

QUALIFICATIONS

I am the Owner and Principal Consultant for E-Coustic Solutions, of Okemos, Michigan (P.O. Box
1129, Okemos MI 48805). I have been a practicing acoustical engineer for 40 years. I have been
actively involved with the Institute of Noise Control Engineers (INCE) since I started my career in
the early 1970s and have Full Member status in the Institute. My clients include many large
manufacturing firms, such as, General Motors, Ford, Goodyear Tire & Rubber, and others who have
operations involving both community noise and worker noise exposure. In addition, I have worked
for many small companies and private individuals. My academic credentials include appointments
as Adjunct Professor and Instructor to the Speech and Communication Science Departments at
Michigan State University and Central Michigan University. I have previously submitted reviews of
EIS documents for several renewable energy projects in California including: Ocotillo Wind Energy
Facility, Avalon Wind Energy Project, East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez
Gen-Tie Projects, and the Shu'Luuk Wind Project.

DEFICIENCIES IN DOCUMENTS DESCRIBING NOISE IMPACT FROM THE PROJECT

DEFICIENCY 1-INADEQUATE INFORMATION TO PROPERLY CHARACTERIZE NOISE IMPACT ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES

The documentation for the Project's Noise Impact provided in the Soitec Solar Development
Program EIR (Jan. 2014) Section 2.6 and referenced documents:

* Acoustical Assessment Report, Tierra del Sol Solar Farm Project (Appendix 2.6-1), and
* Rugged Solar LLC Project, Noise Impact Analysis Report (Appendix 2.6-2),

021-2

021-3

021-4

021-2

021-3

021-4

This comment is introductory in nature and does not
raise a significant environmental issue for which a
response is required. Specific comments on the
Proposed Project are addressed below.

This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the Proposed Project or adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (DPEIR); therefore, no additional response is
required. However, the County appreciates you
providing your credentials and identifying your
experience with large energy project noise issues. It
appears the commenter’s experience has focused
largely on wind energy projects, for which low
frequency noise is an important issue.

The A-weighted decibel (dBA) metric was created as a
standardized and simplified method for communicating
noise effects to a broad audience including both technical
and non-technical participants. While frequency
spectrum and tonal quality further describe noise
characteristics, the County of San Diego (County) has
adopted California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
significance thresholds and noise ordinances that use
dBA as the specified parameter for the noise sources
related to the proposed project. The noise analysis
therefore employed an appropriate metric for comparison
of project effects against adopted standards. In addition,
the DPEIR explicitly addresses impacts related to
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Response to Comments

E-Coustic Solutions :

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON_SOITEC SOLAR DEveLoPMENT DPEIR MarcH 3, 2014

describe operational and construction related noise sources that have complex noise emissions. The
Soitec EIR and references provide only the most limited information about the sounds that will be
produced by this equipment. Only sound levels and sound power levels expressed as dBA values are
provided without any scientific consideration of the frequency spectrum, impulsive characteristics,
tones, or other characteristics that are not addressed in a dBA metric yet are important to any
evaluation of the noise impact of the operation. Yet, many of the noise sources are described in the
narrative as being impulsive, tones, and other characteristics that were then ignored by an analysis
that only considered long term averages (CNEL) and dBA levels. Without detailed frequency and
amplitude data for each noise source it is not possible to determine if the Project, either in
operational or construction modes, may produce excessive infra and low frequency sounds that are
also associated with annoyance and community complaints.

The result is that the project analysis presented in the Soitec EIR fails to address the most likely
causes of future noise complaints. Further, the failure to include this information precludes this
more detailed analysis by independent peer reviewers. The result of excluding this essential and
necessary additional information both for other reviewers and for the EIR itself is that the
conclusion that the project will be compatible with existing land use is based only on a partial,
inadequate review and analysis.

For a project with the type of noise sources identified in the EIR the analysis requires octave band or
1/3 octave band details of sound power emissions and sound pressure levels for each of the
construction and operational noise sources identified in the EIR. In addition, for any noise source
that produces impulsive sound, (pile drivers, jack hammers, etc.) the average sound levels are
meaningless since it is the peak sound pressure levels that would relate to annoyance and land use
compatibility. For these types of noise sources the number of impulses and the number of emitters
that produce them is essential to a full and complete analysis.

Failure to include this information results in an EIR that distorts the analysis and conclusions that
may be drawn from the documents. It precludes a full and accurate analysis of the Project's noise
impact and identification of alternatives or mitigation measures. It also precludes a full and
independent review.

DEFICIENCY 2-CNEL ANALYSIS IN EIR DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR TONES AND IMPULSES

Ty wrcamma  Asstated above there is clear information in the EIR that
(Worst Caso) some of the noise sources have tonal and/or impulsive
characteristics. Proper application of the CNEL method
requires that these characteristics be included in the
calculations of the CNEL as a 5 dB penalty. See attachment
to this document "CNEL Calculation and Normalization
Methods" for these adjustments. The 5 dB adjustment for
pure tones and impulses is found at the bottom of the table.
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K] consideration given to the special characteristics of tones and
3]  impulses required by the CNEL method. An excerpt from the
— 3 —|  table in Appendix B-CNEL Calculation of Operational Noise
. Lt Levels at NSLUS (Worst Case) found in Appendix 2.6-2 is
o ] provided in Figure 1. Under the column labeled "Adjustment"
oy we see only adjustments for the time of day: 10 dB for
1 ! nighttime operations, and 5 dBA for evening operations. This
! —_sa w5 | analysis is deficient because it does not address the noise
= !cm i source's characteristics as required for CNEL analysis.
Figure 1-Excerpt from Appendix 2.6-2 CNEL Table
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impulsive noise, vibration, corona noise, and low
frequency noise in DPEIR Sections 2.6.3.2, 2.6.3.3,
2.6.3.4, and 2.6.7. Where appropriate, the County has
provided mitigation measures or project design features
to address potential impacts (see PDF-N-2, M-N-TDS-4,
M-N-LE-1, M-N-LW-1).

The analysis of Proposed Project impacts follows
the adopted County guidelines for noise assessment.
The conclusions are represented using metrics
appropriate for comparison to adopted significance
thresholds and ordinance standards. Refer to
response O21-4 above describing the A-weighting
scale as an acceptable metric.

The adopted County guidelines for noise assessment do
not require noise generation to be evaluated on an
octave band or 1/3 octave band basis. These spectral
analyses are not necessary for environmental or
community noise assessment, and are typically reserved
for applications such as architectural noise control.

The DPEIR analysis of impulsive noise impacts
follows the adopted County guidelines for noise
assessment section and is consistent with County
Noise Ordinance standards. See DPEIR Section
2.6.3.2. During construction and prior to any blasting
activities that may be required, a blasting plan prior to
construction would be required to demonstrate any
impulsive noise impacts and vibration impacts are in
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compliance with County standards.

The noise analysis follows, and includes all the
prescribed content from, the adopted County
guidelines for noise assessment. We disagree that the
analysis is deficient, in light of the fact that it complies
with the requirements in the County guidelines for
noise assessment.

The County guidelines for noise assessment do not
incorporate the correction methodology prescribed by
the referenced U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) document (NTID300.3, Community Noise,
1971). The calculation of community noise equivalent
level (CNEL) values in the DPEIR is consistent with
the County guidelines for noise assessment and the
Noise Element of the County of San Diego General
Plan that establish limitations on CNEL sound levels
to be received by noise sensitive land uses. According
to County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining
Significance — Noise (2009), the method for
calculating CNEL is as follows:

1.1.4 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)

This term applies weights to noise during evening and
nighttime hours to compensate for the increased
sensitivity of people to noise at those times. CNEL is the
equivalent sound level for a 24-hour period with a +5 dB
weighting applied to all sound occurring between 7:00
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BRauaiin Siuilenn

SusJecT: C SOITEC SOLAR DPEIR

Pace 3
MAaRcH 3, 2014

DEFICIENCY 3-CNEL ANALYSIS IN EIR DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR CORRECTIONS FOR OUTDOOR RESIDUAL LEVEL

The CNEL method also requires an adjustment for the character of the community's soundscape
prior to the Project. The Table for CNEL Calculations and Normalization Methods shows that for a
community located remote from cities and from industrial activity and trucking an adjustment of
+10 dB is required. Although there is some noise associated with Highway 8 traffic, the Project will
be introducing more truck traffic from operation of the cement and rock crushing facility located in
the Rugged Solar Project that will be on local roads and that may not follow a diurnal pattern. Just
as there is no analysis of the impact of this additional traffic in the EIR Noise impact assessment the
study also failed to consider these new noise sources that were not part of the pre-Project
soundscape.

The CNEL table indicates that an adjustment of 10 dB is appropriate for a new noise source that is
located in a community that was previously not subject to its noise. As seen in Figure 1, the EIR did
not include this adjustment in the CNEL calculations.

DEFICIENCY 4-CNEL ANALYSIS IN EIR DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR PREVIOUS EXPOSURE AND COMMUNITY ATTITUDES

As in the previous two deficiencies, the Soitec EIR and its noise studies, Appendices 2.6-1 and 2.6-2
also fails to account for another of the CNEL adjustments. The community that will host the Project
has no prior experience with noise of the type that will be produced by the solar array equipment,
supporting maintenance functions, and associated new industry related to the concrete facility
located in the project footprint.

The CNEL adjustment to account for no prior exposure of 5 dB should be included.

DEFICIENCY 5-THE COMBINED EFFECT OF THE THREE ADJUSTMENTS IDENTIFIED ABOVE RESULT AN ERROR OF UP TO 20
DBINTHEEIR

The Project as portrayed in the Soitec EIR and Appendices is at most marginally compatible with the
host community. As shown above the analysis conducted for Soitec failed to include a number of
adjustments for the CNEL and also did not include a full and proper disclosure and analysis of the
spectrum shape of the noise source's emissions. Thus, the conclusions that the Project would be
compatible with the local host community is not based on a full and complete analysis of the impact
of the Project's noise emissions.

DEFICIENCY 6-THE EIR DOES NOT INCLUDE ANY ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF THE PROJECT ON WILDLIFE IN THE PROJECT
FOOTPRINT OR TO RECREATIONAL VISITORS TO AREAS ADJACENT THE PROJECT'S FOOTPRINT

The EIR and Appendices fail to address the impact of the proposed project's noise emissions on
wildlife. The lack of specific information about the operation of the solar array noise sources and the
cement and rock crushing facility makes it impossible for an independent reviewer to conduct the
analysis.

DEFICIENCY 7-THE FAILURE TO INCLUDE THE ISSUES PRESENTED IN DEFICIENCIES 1-5 PRESENTS A DISTORTED AND
INCOMPLETE ANALYSIS OF THE PROJECT

The Project developer should be required to submit a full and complete PDEIS that considers all of
the aspects of the noises that will be emitted and to include the correct adjustments for the CNEL
analysis. This analysis should also be required to include sufficient information describing the
frequency and time domain characteristics of each noise source so that a proper independent review
may be conducted.

MITIGATION OPTIONS

If the Project is constructed the impact on the adjacent community can be mitigated by means of a
noise barrier located around the perimeter where it abuts a residential community. The type of
barrier that would be appropriate would be one similar to the highway noise barriers constructed of
concrete slabs and I-beams for support. This type of barrier should be sufficient to provide
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p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and a +10 dB weighting applied to
all sound occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
CNEL is expressed in the A-weighting frequency scale.
In the case of airport or aircraft noise, CNEL is often
expressed as a 365-day average.

Please note this methodology does not include factors
to address tonality or impulsiveness of noise sources.

Refer to the response to comment O21-9. In addition,
the noise analysis considered construction related
traffic noise; see Section 2.6.3.2.

Refer to the response to comment 021-9.

As explained in the response to comment 021-9, the
County guidelines for noise assessment do not
incorporate the methodology prescribed by the
referenced EPA document (NTID300.3, Community
Noise, 1971). The CNEL calculations and conclusions
in the DPEIR are compliant with current standards and
adopted thresholds of the County.

Noise impacts on wildlife resources were addressed in
the DPEIR under Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources.
Contrary to the comment’s assertion, detailed
information is provided on the operation of the solar
array noise sources and the rock crushing batch plant
in DPEIR Sections 2.6.3.1 (Operational Noise) and
2.6.3.2 (Construction Noise).
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The noise analysis follows, and includes all the
prescribed content from, the adopted County
guidelines for noise assessment. In this regard, the
Noise section of the DPEIR presents a complete
evaluation of all Proposed Project noise effects.
Frequency spectrum analysis is not required by the
County guidelines, and is not common for
environmental noise assessments unless a unique
portion of the spectrum shows potential known
concerns such as with a wind energy project, where
nearly all of the sound emissions occur in the low or
ultra-low  frequency range. The  requested
“adjustments” to the CNEL calculation based on a
1971 EPA publication are not necessary as the project
is consistent with the County guidelines assessment
for Noise Element conformance.

The mitigation option identified is not necessary; the
mitigation measures prescribed in the DPEIR consisting
of equipment setbacks and noise enclosure
requirements would reduce potentially significant
operational noise impacts to less-than-significant levels.

The County does not agree that the DPEIR is
deficient. In conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR
evaluated the whole of the action and analyzed each
environmental subject area with regard to potential
adverse effects, as well as a reasonable range of
alternatives. The DPEIR is consistent with the
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E-Coustic Solutions

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON SOITEC SOLAR DEVELOPMENT DPEIR

Pace4
MarcH 3, 2014

protection for the homes closed to the Project equipment and is relatively easy to construct. If there
is a need for openings along the perimeter to allow wildlife access across the project area the noise
barriers can be laid out in a manner to have sections that overlap leaving an opening for egress while
the overlap blocks the noise from the Project escaping into the adjacent community. Design of this
type of barrier to accomplish the necessary attenuation will require the spectral information about
the noise sources, but is well understood because of the broad use in highway noise control. There
should be no problem in designing a barrier that can attenuate the sounds across the perimeter by 10
to 15 dBA.

Costs for constructing this type of barrier are lower than those associated with pre-fabricated
acoustical walls and the durability is better. If the concrete and rock crushing operation was to be
used to form the concrete slabs that form the barrier's walls the total cost will likely be considerably
less than if the concrete slabs were purchased from a separate supplier.

CONCLUSION

The PDEIS should be rejected based on the Deficiencies 1 to 7. Had the proper adjustments been
applied to the CNEL analysis the Project would not be acceptable. The Project developer should be
required to conduct a full analysis that considers all of the characteristics of the noise sources,
properly applies the CNEL adjustments, and includes sufficient data regarding the sound emission
spectrum of each noise source, tones, impulses, such that independent reviews may be conducted.
As the PDEIS now stands it is not possible to rule out noise problems related to special frequency
characteristics of noise sources, such as infra and low frequency sound, peak levels and the
frequency of impulsive sounds from rock crushing, pile driving, etc.. Failure to include this
information results in an EIR that distorts the analysis and conclusions that may be drawn from the
documents. It precludes a full and accurate analysis of the Project's noise impact and identification
of alternatives or mitigation measures. It also precludes a full and independent review.

Sincerely,
E-Coustic Solutio? /
Richard R. James, nﬂ

Attachment: CNEL Calculation and Normalization Methods

021-15
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County’s EIR Format and General Content

Requirements, dated September 26, 2006.

Refer to the response to comment O10-65 and
Appendix 9.0-3, Infrasound and Low-Frequency Noise
Memorandum, regarding infrasound and low
frequency noise. Refer to response to comment O21-7
regarding analysis of impulsive noise impacts in
the DPEIR.
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of San Diego. 2006. County of San Diego Environmental
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California Noise and Equivalent Level, (CNEL)

CNEL Calculation and Normalization Methods Page 1
' [ |[Amount of
Correction to be
Type of _
Cz;l:re‘ltion | Description Added to
| Measured CNEL
| in dB
Ssisonal ’Summer (or year-round operation) } 0
Correction . .
) JO |Winter only (or windows always closed) | -5
Correction ‘ i
for Outdoor |Quiet suburban or rural community (remote from large cities +10
Residual and from industrial activity and trucking) ‘
Noise Level | |
fNormal suburban community (not located near industrial I 45
\activity)
|Urban residential community (not immediately adjacent to 0
heavily traveled roads and industrial areas)
Noisy urban residential community (near relatively busy ; 5
roads or industrial areas) |
Very noisy urban residential community i -10
Correction  |No prior experience with the intruding noise |
for Previous |
Exposure & | +5
Community |
Attitudes
Community has had some previous exposure to intruding
noise but little effort is being made to control the noise. This
correction may also be applied in a situation where the 0
community has not been exposed to the noise previously, but |
the people are aware that bona fide efforts are being made to
) control the noise.
Community has had considerable previous exposure to the |
intruding noise and the noisemaker's relations with the -5
community are good.
Community aware that the operation causing noise is very ‘
Inecessary and it will not continue indefinitely. This correction | 10
lmay be applied for an operation of limited duration and under
lemergency circumstances.
Pure Tone or |, . .
1 " INo pure tone or impulsive character 0
mpulse |
|Pure tone or impulsive character present | +5

)
{
|
i

Table of correction factors used to normalize CNEL values (after U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency document NTID300.3, Community Noise, 1971).
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CNEL Calculation and Normalization Methods Page 2

Vigorous community action

Seweral threats of legal action,
or strong appeals to local
officials to stop noise

Widespread complaints or
single threat of legal action

Sporadic complaints

No reaction , although

noiseis 7 |
noficeable
' 1 L A A " 3 1 4 1
o 0 »n L [ o
© 0 ®® ¥ Nomalized CNEL in dB
A i il 1 A 2 A A 1 A
" w» ) E ] 0 ) “ b w £
Approx. NEF in dB
:
] 3 Y (R T ) T

Approx. CNRin dB

Community reaction to noise as a function of normalized CNEL values as calculated
from case histories (after U.S. Environmental Protection Agency document NTID
300.3, Community Noise, 1971).
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